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Abstract 
Since the early 1990s, Faculties of Education in Australia and overseas have 
constructed internship models for final semester teacher education students as a means 
of transitioning them into the teaching profession. This paper provides a critique of one 
of the prevalent models which operates in the context of schools. Our methodology is 
to interrogate extant literature and research in the field and use examples to illustrate 
power relations drawn from present day interns. As Blase and 
Anderson (1995) found, teacher development does not take place in a vacuum. The 
reality of schools is one of a political world; a world of power and influence, 
bargaining and negotiation, assertion and protection of interests. Politics in schools is 
not confined to the higher levels of policy-making; it is a dynamic, operating in 
classrooms, in staff-rooms, with colleagues, parents and children. So does it exist 
between mentor and mentee, particularly if the mentee is a preservice teacher partnered 
with a mentor teacher undergoing an internship at the end of a course of study. This 
article explores the unique insider's view of school micropolitics within such a dyad. 
Micropolitical activity is described as "strategies by which individuals and groups in 
organisational contexts seek to use their resources of authority and influence to further 
their interests" (Hoyle 1986, 126). This paper focuses on the nature and extent of these 
strategies and draws upon a range of theoretical insights that explore power as a key 
ingredient in the mentoring relationship that exists between an intern (i.e. a fourth year, 
final semester undergraduate) and his/her mentor teacher. A key assumption of the 
paper is that power relations underpin all mentoring relationships and, the 
intern/mentor teacher dyad is no exception. This relationship can be conceptualised as 
both "dependent and helping" (Elmes and Smith 2006, 484); however it is intended 
that the relationship balances interdependence and autonomy.  For this reason, the 
location of interns, neither fully accepted teachers nor complete neophytes, raises a 
number of critical issues and dilemmas that can be construed in terms of theories of 
power such as micropolitics. The paper concludes with key implications for schools, 
universities and personnel involved in facilitating student interns' transitioning into the 
profession. 
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Introduction 
Since the early 1990s, Faculties of Education in Australia and overseas have 
constructed internship models for final semester teacher education students as a means 
of transitioning them into the teaching profession. This literature based paper focuses 
on the internship and the power relations that can characterise the relationship between 
interns and their school based mentors. A key assumption of the paper is that power 
relations underpin all mentoring relationships. The paper begins by providing some 
background discussion on the collaborative model of internships used at Queensland 
University of Technology (QUT). It then reviews some of the seminal literature on 
mentoring for preservice teachers, pointing out the nature of these relationships. The 
next part considers some of the micropolitical literature which is useful as a means of 
understanding the different dimensions and dynamics that can exist between mentors 
and interns. Some examples to illustrate micropolitical strategies are provided. The 
paper concludes by raising some implications for mentors, interns and universities. 
 
The Context: Internships 
Within Australia, active trialling of internship models in teacher education programs 
occurred in the early 1990s. At the time when universities were motivated towards 
trialling internships, the advantages of internships were summed up by the Schools 
Council in the report, Australia's Teachers: An Agenda for the Next Decade, (1990) as: 
 
• providing intending teachers with a more realistic training setting, with 
attendant opportunities to develop a deeper understanding of the culture of a 
school and to establish relationships with classes over longer periods of time; 
• providing the opportunities to acquire the knowledge and skills that can only be 
developed 'on the job'; 
• providing opportunities to accept a higher level of responsibility than is 
possible in a shorter teaching 'round'; and 
• influencing the structure of the training institution's program so that theory and 
practice can be more effectively related encouraging reflective practice (p.32). 
 
Importantly, these advantages were tempered with information from evaluations of 
established internships, such as McIntyre's critique of the Oxford and Cambridge 
Schemes. As McIntyre (1990) argued, an internship should not have an 
"apprenticeship" view of teaching, with "role modelling" as the main process of 
learning (or "sitting next to Nellie" as the industrial revolution termed trade training).  
There were two principles of teaching and learning incorporated in the internship 
model that influenced the shape of learning within the internship. Firstly, it was 
assumed the learner was not passive, but was an active agent in constructing meaning 
(especially while immersed in practice). Thus, the role of mentee was one of self 
direction.  Secondly, internship was seen as enhancing preservice teachers' 
opportunities to experience real or authentic teaching in a different way from the 
supervised practitioner experiences. Therefore the role of mentor was one of 
collaborating and counselling rather than of coaching and assessing, and mentoring 
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was the active processing through which these learning principles would occur. As a 
result of further trials, internships with the prevailing reliance of mentoring as the 
pedagogy of development have become a permanent component of many teacher 
education programs in Queensland and other parts of Australia and have taken many 
forms. 
 
Internship Model at Queensland University of Technology 
From 1993-2008, the Queensland University of Technology internship has been 
reshaped and reformed to remain cognisant of the fact that over time that internships 
are critical in connecting and strengthening the continuity across supervised 
professional practice, internship and induction in the first year of teaching-. 
consequently, over the last five years, as programs have been reviewed and new 
programs developed, QUT as with most universities in Queensland has begun to 
include an internship as a compulsory part of its professional experience program. 
QUT's internships occur after completion of necessary prior academic studies and a 
minimum of all the required days of supervised professional experiences have been 
successfully completed. The entry to the internship is on an individual basis, with 
preservice teachers progressing from a supervised practical experience to internship 
upon demonstration of a satisfactory level of competence. At this point, preservice 
teaches assume the role of intern and the supervising teachers becomes their mentors, 
with appropriate shifts in the roles, responsibilities and working relationship between 
the two. 
 
A key purpose of a period of internship is to offer high levels of independence/ 
autonomy wherein preservice teachers can develop more fully their 'teacher identity' 
by taking full responsibility for a class, while still in a supported environment with a 
mentor, and without having the extreme pressures of a full-time teaching load. This 
internship model includes placement of interns in urban as well as rural and remote 
communities. Different models of internship have developed, but this is the most 
prevalent of all the models and falls within the agreed conditions of the internship 
authorisation process. 
 
Against this educational backdrop, the QUT model identified a number of pertinent 
principles for internship (Millwater 1999). Of interest to this paper is the following 
principle: Internships should involve the preservice teacher in a collaborative, 
collegial professional relationship with a designated mentor. 
 
The internship as a mentored, rather than supervised, teaching experience involves 
different relationship between a preservice teacher and a classroom teacher than that 
encouraged during supervised professional field study experiences. The shift in status 
to intern as indicated in the principle above points to opportunities for interns to 
experience some autonomy and control over their professional work during a 
continuous period of time so that they can explore teaching and the teaching profession 
within an environment where they are well supported by mentors. The QUT model 
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highlights the need not only to recognise mentoring as being the vehicle for 
professional development but also to see mentoring as a collaborative and collegial 
relationship between mentors and interns. The next part of the paper considers some of 
the writing in the field of mentoring for preservice teachers/ interns. 
 
Mentoring for presewice teachers /  interns 
Research into internship and mentoring invariably associates it with the process of 
learning and development where mentoring is based on power sharing and both parties 
are seen to benefit by the experience (Clutterbuck 2004). As well as development of 
preservice teachers, internship has wrought strategies for upskilling mentor teachers. 
Mentoring has been very effective in accomplishing change in teachers and their work 
(Kochan and Pascarelli 2003.) 
 
When internships were first being developed, writers in the United States of America 
and the United kingdom at the time (Bey and Holmes 1992; MacIntyre, Hagger and 
Wilkin 1993) were internationally recognised as reporting that mentoring should be the 
most common response to the school-based learning needs of beginning teachers. 
Policy makers as early as 1990 (Schools Council 1990) acknowledged that mentoring 
helped with career moves and to build interpersonal skills and professional alliances. 
Now in 2008 mentoring is more than that; it is widespread within the specific areas of 
the curriculum in schools. 
 
Writers in the field have researched the effects of mentoring within a global 
perspective (Cullingford, 2006; Kochan and Pascarelli 2003); schools (Carr, Herman 
and Harris 2005; Fletcher 2000); for teachers (Cox 2004; Hurst and Reading 2002); for 
beginner and first year teachers (Podson and Denmark, 2000) and within specific 
disciplines (Hudson 2004) to show how mentoring as a generic pedagogic capacity can 
scaffold learning in any sphere. Below we have drawn and emphasised mentoring 
skills and strategies from each of these perspectives that can be applied to meet the 
requirements of mentoring for inservice and preservice teachers. Such an approach can 
be considered as a "pedagogy of colleagues" since it prevalues the preservice teacher 
and views him or her as "student as colleague". 
 
The research and writing in the field suggests that mentors, whether they are appointed 
mentors, buddy mentors or peer mentors, must build and maintain a relationship with 
the purpose of creating a psychological climate of trust and respect (Zhao and Reed in 
Kochan and Pascarelli 2003.) This in turn leads to the intuitive acceptance of modelled 
attitudes andpractices (Fletcher 2002; Podson and Demnark 2000), ways of being, and 
enhancing sharing and honest rejection on experiences. Questions, responses and 
interactive feedback must be carefully framed to keep the respect high within this 
relationship and even develop inspirational and creative learning responses (Cox 
2004.) From the work of Cox (2004), it appears that without rapport there is likely to 
be no connection to each person within the dyad, and transformation rarely occurs. The 
emphasis on the relationship within mentoring is the main distinction from its close but 
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suspect neighbour, "supervision", which often implies a more distant relationship and 
the presence of "performance assessment". Supervision by contrast is stigmatised by its 
imbued imbalance of "power." But is mentoring as free of this stigma as it seems? 
How might micropolitics help? 
 
Micropolitics: The study of power 
Micropolitics, as a field of research, puts power at the centre of its analysis. It is 
concerned with how personnel in schools and other settings use a variety of strategies 
to influence others and achieve goals (Blase and Anderson 1995). Examples of the 
types of strategies that are sometimes associated with micropolitical behaviour include 
"power over strategies" such as cooperation, cooption and coercion, (Blase 1991) and 
"power with" or empowering strategies such as cooperation, collaboration. In other 
words, micropolitical studies focus on power based strategies that can be posited on a 
continuum (Hoyle 1986) ranging from "power over" strategies at one end to those that 
are "power with" strategies (Fennel1 1999) at the other. 
 
To date, much of the micropolitical research has focused on school leadership. For 
example, Ball (1 987) referred to three main styles of leadership used by Heads in 
British schools to control teachers. Other studies have examined the relationships 
between heads and teachers (Blase 1990; Marshall 1991), Heads and deputy heads 
(Hughes and James 1999), members of senior management teams in schools (Wallace 
and Huckman 1999); and teachers and students (Blase 1991). Common to these studies 
are discussions of interpersonal relationships; use and abuse of power; authority; trust 
and openness; collaboration and cooption. To date, however, it appears that there is 
little literature and research available on the micropolitics of mentoring dyads, limited 
research on the micropolitics of instructional supervision (Blase and 
Blase 2002) and limited writing that acknowledges the place of power in mentoring 
relationships (see Clawson and Kram 1984; Elmes and Smith 2006). Some of this 
writing is now considered. 
 
Blase and Blase (2002) argue that instructional supervision is a field of study that 
would do well to be understood in the light of micropolitical literature. They cite the 
work of Barott and Galvin (1998) who maintained that the theoretical literature on 
supervision underscores collaboration as prevailing approach. Yet, they argue, that 
such an approach is idealistic since it does not recognise the downside of supervision -- 
the conflicts, the costs and other difficulties associated with use or misuse of power. 
None of the research reviewed by Blase and Blase (2002) refers to interns and 
mentors; much of it refers to the supervisory role of the Head and his or her influence 
on teachers' practices, behaviours and attitudes. 
 
Other writing in the field of mentoring has highlighted the role and importance of 
power in the relationship between mentor and protégé / mentee. For example, Elmes 
and Smith (2006) refer to mentoring as a relationship that is "both power dependent 
and helping" (p.484). As such, they argue that mentoring can yield situations where 
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"double bind dynamics" exist. They give the example of a mentor who may feel 
threatened by a protégé’s confidence and expertise and for this reason may behave in a 
way that is unhelpful to the protégé. Writers in the field of gender and management 
have pointed to the problematic nature of power inherent in cross-gender mentoring 
relationships (Clawson and Kram 1984; Schramm 2000). For instance, Schramm 
(2000) refers to cross-gender relationships that can foster stereotypical behaviours in 
men and women, where men are seen as all knowing and powerful and women are 
viewed as obedient and compliant. Other writers (Clutterbuck 2004; Grogan 2002) 
have depicted mentoring as heavily reliant on the use of power. For example, 
Clutterbuck (2004) asks the following questions: who controls the power in a 
mentoring relationship? Who should control the power? Who should set the goals and 
lead the conversations? Who is the active subject? Clutterbuck's (2004) preference is 
for a type of mentoring where the mentee has choice about the setting the agenda and 
where he or she directs and manages the relationship (i.e. the mentee is in control) 
rather than a mentor who comes to the relationship with a pre-determined agenda, 
determines the processes of the relationship and provides only one-way information 
(i.e. the mentor is in control). 
 
'Power' in the mentoring relationship for interns and mentors 
Following Clutterbuck's (2004) thesis, if the power relationship within a mentoring 
dyad is shared democratically then interns as mentees will be empowered and open to 
reconstructing practice rather than alienated from the task of reframing their own 
teacher identity. This is especially noted in student and beginning teachers (Podson and 
Denmark 2000). As in intended within the internship, interns can also be fully initiated 
into the work of a teacher which should equally be based through co-learning of and 
with the students that the teachers share, as in mentee/mentor co-learning (Tobin 
2005). Therefore mentoring is easily portrayed as having a coaching capacity. 
In mentoring students, the skills of conferencing and conversing (communication 
skills) are integral to mentoring. The correct channel of communication (Hurst and 
Reading 2002) when found is the main instructional conduit within mentoring. Clear 
communication is also the first and last bastion of effective collaboration. 
 
In projecting collaboration as the heart of the mentoring dyad, the relationship within 
dyad (mentor teacher and intern) would suggest the fostering of professional growth 
and of learning together as a natural offspring. To maintain equality, preservice 
teachers would need to have a "voice", just as mentor teachers do, to create 
"empowerment" through expression of their feelings and dialoguing their personal 
theories (Gitlin and Price 1992). Within mentoring, there is also a critical place for 
"cogenerative dialogue" (Tobin 2006). In defining cogenerative dialogues as 
"conversations among participants about shared experiences", Tobin (2006 123), notes 
that, to prevent one voice from being more privileged over another, new roles and new 
structures for roles must be created within this type of relationship or the differences in 
power can distort the focus of dialogue and the nature of agreements reached. The 
dialogues within internships therefore must be fostered within an agreed power base. 
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This point fits with Lasley, Matczynski and Williams (1992) who believed that, in 
collaborative partnerships, vested interests must be sublimated to the broader purposes 
of the partnership. In internship, the crucial point would be the enhancement of intern 
learning. However, collaborative dyads require an investment of time, energy and 
emotion by both partners in order to transcend special interests and traditional, micro-
political power bases held by either of the partnership, in favour of egalitarian 
decisions and equitable participation. Therefore, special attention needs to be given to 
the compatibility of the dyad and to clear communication. 
 
Some practical illustrations 
Within mentoring process, the intern can face some problems that interfere with the 
attainment of planned outcomes. These are often found to be micropolitical in essence, 
inherent in the attitudes and actions of the school or the mentor. As an illustration, five 
commonly cited problems nominated by QUT interns are summarised below. These 
problems are those, which one of the authors of this paper has observed in her 15 years' 
experience as a lecturer involved in the internship. 
 
Limited development of trust. Because of the reluctance of teachers to hand over 
classes to their interns, some schools placed checks and balances in place to curtail the 
agreement that they must have 50 % of a teacher load with full responsibility. A 
commonly cited comment by interns includes: 
 
I want to work with the class to try myself out but the teacher will never leave the 
room, this school is very suspicious of us and believes that only the teachers can work 
with the kids and achieve good results ... 
 
In this scenario, distrust emerged from the mentors and brought the school into the fray 
of micropolitical action to dispel any concerns from the larger school community that 
their children needed to be protected from the inexperience of the interns. 
 
Limited development of a collegial and professional relationship. This means that the 
mentor is unwilling to view the intern as a professional or colleague. An illustration 
here includes: 
 
I get on well with her [the mentor] but she does not regard me as a colleague as I 
hear her discussing the students in .our class with other teachers, but she does not 
share these conversations with me... 
 
Lack of reciprocal respect and recognition. This refers to a mentor who is not prepared 
to recognise the ideas of an intern and allow these ideas to be actualised in the 
classroom. An example here is: 
 
my mentor supports me if 1 use her ideas but has never accepted or talked about any of 
my suggestions and I have a lot I want to use... 
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Imbalance between direction and autonomy. This refers to the mentor who plays a key 
role in directing the relationship, setting the agenda and making major decisions 
resulting in minimal space for the intern to be autonomous and experimental. For 
example, 
 
I expected that the mentor would ask me about my goals and plans for the internship 
but he made the major decisions and I just fitted in with his wishes. 
 
The discussion above illustrates a small number of micropolitical issues that interns 
identified regarding their internship experience. Each of these had the effect of limiting 
their voice, decision-making and the possibility of co-generative dialogue. 
At this juncture, it is important to note that we could have included five examples that 
illustrated the opposite - empowerment, collaboration, autonomous decision making. 
The final part of the paper considers some of the implications of micropolitical issues 
for mentors, interns and universities. 
 
Implications and Conclusion 
This paper has underscored the point that micropolitics is a relevant theoretical 
framework for understanding the power relations between interns and mentor teachers. 
Our illustrations have highlighted the subtleties at play here.  Furthermore, several 
important practical implications arise from the aforementioned discussion regarding 
the micropolitics of internship. Following Clutterbuck's (2004) ideas, for mentors, it 
becomes obvious that they need to be conscious of the extent to which they are 
directing or non-directing the mentoring relationship (i.e. using power over or power 
with strategies); and secondly, they need to realise that the more didactive they are, the 
less empowering it will be for the mentee or intern. It is evident, however, that there 
may be occasions when both positions are necessary. While we favour a more 
empowering and democratic co-learning relationship between mentors and interns, it is 
likely there may be times when a more directive approach is needed. Devos (2004) 
makes this point well when she refers to a female academic mentee who moved 
between two subject positions. She says:  
 
[m]entoring is a site where we act upon ourselves and invite and allow another 
to act upon us. It is a site of intersection of techniques of the self and of control 
by others, a site of governmentality. It is a site where we assume 
simultaneously subject positions of she who is in control and career oriented, 
and she who is to be taken in hand and who may be needy at times (p.78) 
 
This quote underscores the point that mentoring is a reciprocal and dynamic power 
based relationship between a mentor and a mentee that requires negotiation and give 
and take. For interns and universities, we believe that there are several key 
implications emerging from this paper. Firstly, university programs need to equip 
interns with an understanding of micropolitical  knowledge, strategies and skills (Blase 
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and Blase 2002) so they feel more confident to negotiate and discuss important issues 
with their school based mentors. Secondly, university courses both short-term and 
longer term degree programs should provide opportunities for school based mentors to 
broaden their understandings of micropolitics so they can contribute to making their 
schools and classrooms more positive micropolitical sites. Finally, university personnel 
would do well to write papers and disseminate short articles in practitioner oriented 
journals regarding micropolitical behaviour to raise awareness about this important 
dimension of school life. 
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